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proposition that an injury is shown to be compensable merely by showing 
that the presence of the person injured in the place where the accident 
befell him was due to his employment Klawinski v. L. & M. S. Ry. Co. 

(1915) 185 Mich. 643, 152 N. W. 213. It would seem that the principal 
case marks a departure in the character of causation required to satisfy 
the Act The court refuses to go beyond the "proxima causa," i. e., the 
falling of the roof, and declares that the remote cause which brings down 
the roof — whether it be a neighbor's wall or a bolt of lightning — is im- 
material. Such a view seems to render indistinguishable the two condi- 
tions of liability imposed by the Act. It makes the employer an insurer 
against accidents whether or not they are related to the nature of the 
employment. Cf. Trim School Bd. v. Kelly [1914] A. C. 667. One Amer- 
ican case has been found in accord. Kimbol v. Industrial Ace. Com. 

(1916) 173 Cal. 351, 160 Pac. 150. It is submitted, however, that the 
dissenting opinion in that case contains the more cogent reasoning. 
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Workmen's Compensation Act— Recovery for Disease Contracted in 
the Course of the Employment. — The plaintiff, after working for twenty- 
five years rolling cigars, was disabled by "neurosis" resulting from his 
working posture, which caused a certain amount of pressure on the bra- 
chial plexus. Held, that this was not a personal injury within the meaning 
of the statute. In re Maggelet (1917, Mass.) 116 N. E. 972. 

Under Workmen's Compensation Acts limiting recovery to "personal 
injury by accident," unless, as in England, special provision to the con- 
trary is made, no recovery can be had for diseases not resulting from a 
definite injury constituting the "accident" Adams v. Acme White Lead 
Works (1914) 182 Mich. 157, 148 N. W. 485. In several states, however, 
the act omits the qualifying words, "by accident." Yet the majority of 
the courts do not put a broader interpretation on such statutes than on 
those of the former class. Industrial Commission v. Brown (1915) 92 
Oh. St. 304, no N. E. 744. Miller v. American Steel 6- Wire Co. (1916) 
90 Conn. 349, 97 Atl. 345. Massachusetts, however, had already construed 
its statute very liberally in permitting recovery for disease. In re Hurle 
(1914) 217 Mass. 223, 104 N. E. 336 (optic neuritis) ; In re Johnson 
(1914) 217 Mass. 388, 104 N. E. 735 (lead poisoning). The test, as 
explained in the principal case, seems to be whether the diseased con- 
dition results from the cumulative effect of what might be regarded as 
a succession of physical injuries, though each "injury" in itself may be 
too slight to be perceptible; with the further requirement that these 
"injuries" must be the result of some exposure, strain, or other cause 
"peculiar to the employment." The final test is, therefore, one of causa- 
tion, and the plaintiff failed in the principal case because it did not appear 
that his posture was a necessary incident of his employment The case 
is interesting chiefly for its further exposition of the exceptional Massa- 
chusetts doctrine. 
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